Abstract Regional organisations play a central role in coordinating regional climate change adaptation responses across small island developing states, 58 countries that are particularly vulnerable to climate change and its impacts.
Introduction
Regional organisations play a key role in coordinating regional climate change adaptation (CCA) responses across small island developing states (SIDS). As an example, the Caribbean Community (CARICOM) created the Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre (CCCCC) as a specialised climate change coordination agency in 2005 (CCCCC 2015a). SIDS are 58 countries grouped into three main geographic regions-the Atlantic, Indian Ocean, Mediterranean and South China Sea (AIMS), the Caribbean and the Pacific (UN-OHRLLS 2015a). These countries are particularly vulnerable to current and future climate change impacts such as sea-level rise, increasing sea-surface temperatures and changing rainfall patterns (Nurse et al. 2014 ). Failure to adapt could result in the loss of those ecosystem services and infrastructure that support livelihoods (Nurse et al. 2014) .
The Fifth Assessment Report (AR5) of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) defines CCA as a ''process of adjustment to actual or expected climate and its effects'', which can take place in natural or human systems (IPCC 2014 (IPCC , p. 1758 . For SIDS, the process of CCA is complex. It is compounded by diverse vulnerabilities and a lack of resources (Nurse et al. 2014) . To address this, national SIDS governments are taking part in supranational and/or regional efforts aimed at reducing shared climate-and non-climate-related vulnerabilities (Hewitson et al. 2014) . This is a practical step for SIDS as they face broadly similar constraints to their adaptive capacities (Cherian 2007) . As a result, there is significant scope for regional organisations to expand their role and importance in coordinating regional CCA responses across SIDS. By coordinating we mean the role that these organisations play in bringing resources together to support the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of nationallevel CCA projects/programmes in Member States. Despite this, the effectiveness of regional organisations in coordinating these responses across SIDS is underexplored in the academic literature. This paper helps to fill this gap, but does not seek to measure the adaptive capacity of the regional organisations.
As a first step in a cross-regional assessment of regional organisations, this paper aims to: (1) assess the effectiveness of regional SIDS-focussed organisations with respect to CCA and (2) initiate a debate about whether the regional level is an appropriate scale for coordinating national-level CCA actions. The CCCCC, the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC 1 ) and the Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP) are used as case study organisations. As no suitable assessment tool existed, an analytical framework was developed and applied to the three organisations' CCA-related inputs, projects/programmes and outputs. Semi-structured interviews with senior regional-and national-level officials in the Caribbean and Pacific were used to enrich the analysis and drive the discussions and recommendations contained in this paper. This paper is, to the best of the authors' knowledge, one of the first academic cross-regional comparative studies of regional organisations coordinating CCA in SIDS; it provides the empirical evidence to support conclusions that may have otherwise only been suspected.
Literature review Regional organisations and SIDS
While there is no general agreement in the literature on the definition of ''regional organisations'', there is some consensus on their characteristics. Regional organisations are a subset of international organisations (IMF 2005) , which are established to address existing problems that require collaborative action, including global environmental change and widening development gaps (Haas 1990 ). Beattie (2013) argued that regional organisations can facilitate burden sharing, reduce transaction costs and assist with developing and maintaining specialised knowledge. Other characteristics of regional organisations include being (1) comprised of ''supranational institutions whose members are governments'', (2) ''located in a specific region of the world'', (3) ''created for many purposes'', and (4) ''established by means of a [formal] intergovernmental legal arrangement (e.g. a treaty)'' (IMF 2005, p. 1). Zyck (2013) noted that the focus of regional organisations should be multi-sectoral, and that mandates should be cooperative. These characteristics imply that regional organisations are created to explicitly promote cooperative action that addresses shared problems. For the purposes of this paper, a regional organisation is understood to be a subset of an international organisation that (1) is established by a formal intergovernmental agreement, (2) is located in a specific region, (3) has national governments as members, (4) is multi-sectoral in nature and approach and (5) seeks to address shared problems.
SIDS currently have membership in 20 regional/subregional organisations (UN-OHRLLS 2015b). The remoteness of these countries, combined with their financial, technical and other constraints, means that they can benefit from the economies of scale that regional organisations bring to the disbursement and management of financial and knowledge-based resources (ADB and Commonwealth Secretariat 2006, p. ix; Beattie 2013; Dornan and Newton Cain 2014) . In addressing shared problems such as climate change, regional organisations can support national SIDS governments in designing, implementing, monitoring and evaluating CCA projects/ programmes as well as by providing financial, technical and other support, especially where national-level resources are insufficient or inaccessible.
Regional cooperation efforts in the Caribbean have traditionally supported collective action to address common development challenges (Byron 2014) . In 1973, CARICOM was established to support economic integration, cooperation in functional areas such as health and education, and the coordination of foreign policies (Bishop et al. 2011) . Following its establishment, CARICOM faced challenges such as the limited capacities of national governments to implement CARICOM decisions, low commitment of member governments to various cooperative efforts and a number of political and financial failures (see Bishop et al. 2011; Girvan 2011) . These have resulted in repeated calls for either the strengthening or abandonment of the Community, and cooperation efforts since the 1990s have aimed to broaden the organisation's focus (Byron 2014) . Expanding its focus facilitated, for example, the creation of specialised agencies such as the CCCCC, which is mandated to coordinate the region's response to climate change.
Regional cooperation efforts in the Pacific have shifted from a colonially defined regional outlook, strongly influenced by Cold War thinking, to contemporary regional cooperation driven by regional organisations, but also influenced by colonial powers such as Australia and New Zealand (Bryant-Tokalau and Frazer 2006) . The region is home to some of the earliest and most long-standing regional organisations in Asia and the Pacific, with the forerunner of SPC established in 1947. Despite this, regional cooperation in the Pacific has not always been smooth and it ''has not experienced the deepening of cooperation and integration that has been evident recently in many other regions'' (ADB and Commonwealth Secretariat 2006 , p. xiii). Fry (2004 argued that there is no single consensus or vision for a Pacific regional community, and that global events and trends such as the ''war against terror'' influence the debate. Supporting this, Tarte (2014) suggested that new regional groupings such as the Pacific SIDS (P-SIDS) are emerging due to SIDS' growing dissatisfaction with existing regional frameworks.
While membership in regional organisations can have benefits for CCA in SIDS, the degree to which these organisations are effective in coordinating regional CCA responses has implications for regional CCA strategies and programming. Additionally, whether or how the organisations interact or the extent to which their mandates overlap can be important determinants of success. According to Nolte (2014) , overlaps among regional organisations can occur both in membership and in mandate, with impacts on effectiveness. These overlaps are influenced by a variety of factors which can affect cooperation levels; however, Nolte (2014) identified membership overlaps combined with mandate differentiation as a possible key to cooperative governance.
Organisational effectiveness
Conceptually, organisational effectiveness is the degree to which an organisation is able to realise its goals (Etzioni 1964) . Measuring it is difficult, however, and the literature includes a variety of methods to gauge effectiveness. (e.g. Iwu et al. 2015; Quinn and Rohrbaugh 1983) . Sowa et al. (2004, p. 715 ) described organisational effectiveness as comprising ''management effectiveness'' and ''programme effectiveness'', with two respective sub-components-capacities (processes and structures) and outcomes. Capacities relate to how an organisation operates, its resources, internal rules, standards and guidelines. Outcomes, as discussed by Mitchell (2008) , are the longer-term results of an action and are often not immediately measurable. The literature proposes many effectiveness models, including the goal-oriented, resource-oriented, process-oriented and strategic constituency models. The goal-oriented model focusses on outputs (see, e.g. Button et al. 1996; Etzioni 1960 ). The resource-oriented model examines the organisation's ability to acquire necessary resources (see, e.g. Wolfe and Putler 2002) . The process-oriented model focusses on effective and efficient use of resources (see, e.g. Daft 2012) . The strategic constituency model examines the links between the organisation and its main stakeholders (see, e.g. Connolly et al. 1980 ). For regional organisations coordinating CCA, each of these models provides insights into aspects of their functioning and effectiveness. Based on our conceptualisation of organisational effectiveness, we seek to qualitatively examine how the goals, resources, processes and strategic constituencies of regional organisations in the Caribbean and Pacific are brought together to support CCA in SIDS.
The measures of organisational effectiveness proposed in the literature are spread across multiple disciplines, including organisation theory, public and private sector effectiveness, and international environmental regime effectiveness. Sowa et al. (2004) identified both objective and perceptual measures. Perceptual measures, in this case, would rely on data gathered through interviews with individuals who have an intimate knowledge of the organisation. In the context of CCA, perceptual measures can support assessments of whether adaptation projects are reducing on-the-ground climate change impacts and vulnerabilities. Herman and Renz (2008) argued that good board management processes help keep the organisation in touch with stakeholders' needs and perceptions. Lockwood et al. (2010) used the principles of legitimacy, transparency, accountability, inclusiveness, fairness, integration, capability and adaptability to assess the governance of natural resource management. Complementing this, Taylor et al. (2014) highlighted visionary leadership in creating purpose through the linking of effort to outcome. The World Economic Forum (2014) explored effective leadership in international organisations and highlighted seven key indicators, including talent development and retention, strategic priority setting and broad stakeholder engagement. Yukl (2008) , in exploring how leaders affect organisational effectiveness, discussed three components: process efficiency, human capital and ability to adapt to circumstance, and how these can be influenced by organisational leaders. These numerous measures provide scope to combine elements suitable for assessing regional organisational effectiveness in supporting the CCA actions of SIDS.
Analytical framework
Organisational effectiveness is conceptually simple but for which there are no widely agreed measures (Iwu et al. 2015) . This paper is primarily shaped by modern organisation theory and elements of neo-functionalism (see further details in Appendix 1 in the electronic supplementary material). It also builds on previous research by developing and applying discipline-appropriate components and indicators of organisational effectiveness. An interdisciplinary approach is used to identify and select organisational practices that are likely to improve organisational effectiveness (Cameron et al. 2011) . A simple approach to ''effectiveness'' is taken here; it is both the ability of regional organisations to produce desirable CCArelated outputs and outcomes based on their inputs and projects/programs, as well as the degree to which they actually accomplish these (following Daft 2012) .
The authors developed the Framework for Assessing Regional Organisations Coordinating Climate Change Adaptation (FAROCCCA), a qualitative tool for understanding and rating the effectiveness of the regional organisations in this regard. FAROCCCA draws on multiple bodies of the literature, including modern organisation theory (e.g. Daft 2012), public and private sector effectiveness (e.g. Parhizgari and Ronald Gilbert 2004) , natural and shared resource management (e.g. Gupta et al. 2010) , and research design and social measurement (e.g. Miller and Salkind 2002). It also draws on regional frameworks and strategies such as the Caribbean's Regional Framework for Achieving Development Resilient to Climate Change and the Framework for Pacific Regionalism, which replaced the Pacific Plan for Strengthening Regional Cooperation and Integration in 2014 (see CCCCC 2012; PIF Secretariat 2014). FAROCCCA incorporates elements of the four main models of organisational effectiveness identified in the ''Organisational Effectiveness'' Section and comprises four components-input effectiveness, project/programme effectiveness, output effectiveness and outcome effectiveness, the first three of which are considered in this paper. It has both objective and perceptual indicators (following Sowa et al. 2004 ) (see Fig. 1 ). While covering the significant aspects of organisational effectiveness, FAROCCCA does not measure the adaptive capacity of organisations.
Input effectiveness is the first FAROCCCA component and is based on work by Oberlack and Neumärker (2013) , Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983) and Young (2011) , among others. This component focusses on internal capacities, i.e. how an organisation ''operates, the structures [it has] in place, and the operating processes that dictate and direct employee action'' (Sowa et al. 2004, p. 715) . It is premised on the idea that an organisation that is well managed internally is more likely to deliver high-quality projects/ programmes and thus is more likely to produce better outputs and outcomes. The input effectiveness component has five sub-components (see Fig. 1 ), comprising 34 objective and perceptual indicators (see Appendix 2 for a breakdown of FAROCCCA's components, sub-components and indicators).
Project/programme effectiveness is the second FAR-OCCCA component, which builds upon the work of authors such as Biermann and Bauer (2004) , McDavid et al. (2013) and Weiss (2005) . This component focuses on how well the organisation implements CCA-related projects/programmes. It has eight sub-components and 20 indicators.
Output effectiveness is the third FAROCCCA component. Work by Sowa et al. (2004) and others supports its inclusion. Output is understood as the direct product of an activity and is distinct from outcome, a longer-term result or consequence of an activity that may not be immediately measurable following the activity (see, e.g. Mitchell 2008). Output effectiveness is, therefore, the degree to which the direct product of an activity achieves its related specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and time-bound (SMART) objectives, but which may not give a direct indication of whether an activity will achieve its strategic goals. In FAROCCCA, it has five sub-components and eight indicators.
Outcome effectiveness is the fourth FAROCCCA component. Given the uncertainty of future climate-related conditions, CCA outcomes are difficult to measure, and in many instances, they are still unknown. Though a critical component, it is not included within the scope of this paper.
In this case, FAROCCCA is applied in a SIDS context; however, it is intended to have broader applicability to regional organisations coordinating CCA in other non-SIDS developing countries. Further, it is a framework that regional organisations can apply internally to self-assess their effectiveness. It is flexible, and with modifications, it can be applied more broadly beyond CCA.
Methods
In this study, desk-based research and interviews are used to qualitatively assess the effectiveness of regional organisations in coordinating regional responses to climate change across SIDS.
Case study selection
Three of the 20 regional/sub-regional organisations in which SIDS have membership are included in this studythe CCCCC, as a specialised climate change agency of CARICOM, SPC and SPREP. Case study organisations were identified from a UN-OHRLLS list (see UN-OHRLLS 2015b) . The other 17 organisations were excluded because (1) they are sub-regional organisations (N = 3), (2) they are part of the UN system (N = 10), (3) their strategic goals (including those of specialised agencies) do not have a climate change adaptation focus and are not multi-sectoral in nature (N = 2) and (4) SIDS do not make up at least 70 % of their memberships (N = 2). The Indian Ocean Commission, the main AIMS regional organisation, was eliminated at (4).
Three projects/programmes are included in this studythe CCCCC's Special Programme for Adaptation to 
Input Effectiveness

Data collection and analysis
Multiple sources of data on the respective organisations and their CCA-related inputs, projects/programmes and outputs were identified. These included academic and the grey literature, organisational and other websites, and, where publicly available, documents such as annual and audited financial reports, project/programme evaluations and strategic plans. These were systematically reviewed by each researcher who collected extensive evidence against each of FAROCCCA's indicators from the above sources, and entered it into a table. Based on joint discussions of the evidence, each indicator was rated using the ''traffic light'' method (see, e.g. Gupta et al. 2010) . Green ratings in Table 1 are represented as , showing that the researchers responded ''yes'' to the indicator, and yellow ratings are represented as , showing that the researchers responded ''to some extent''. Red ratings are represented as , showing that the researchers responded in the negative; indicators for which the researchers found no evidence are presented as ''(NE)''. Four months after the data were originally coded, a sample of 24 of FAROCCCA's indicators was re-coded to ensure inter-coder reliability. Agreement between the original and re-coded sample was 83.3 %. Indicators coloured grey were not considered within the scope of this study. The ratings given were used as a way of drawing out interesting comparisons among the organisations rather than rating the organisations individually. This is in line with standard qualitative assessment methodologies (see, e.g. Gupta et al. 2010) .
The document analysis was enriched by semi-structured interviews with 36 regional-and national-level climate change officials. Both face-to-face and Skype interviews were conducted between August 2014 and August 2015 with officials from CCCCC, SPC and SPREP, as well as with national officials from two Caribbean SIDS and two Pacific SIDS. Like those from the regional organisations, national officials were selected using purposive and snowballing techniques; their selection did not relate to the countries they represented. All interviewees had an understanding of national and regional adaptation processes, were senior in their named organisations, had oversight of a climate changerelated portfolio and had a minimum of 5 years' experience. Interview transcripts were developed, and content analysis used to identify themes. All interviews were conducted in English and ran for an average of 55 min.
Limitations
This study has some limitations. First, data for the three organisations were not equally available. For example, annual and audited financial reports for the CCCCC are not publicly available (CCCCC 2015a, b, pers. comm. November 17) . Second, the study does not collect data for perceptual indicators-these are isolated from those examined within the scope of this paper and are identified with a grey rating. For reasons of confidentiality and/or sensitivity, organisations themselves may be better placed to assess internal perceptions of their effectiveness. Third, it does not measure the outcomes of adaptation actions undertaken by the organisations. While important for determining whether current actions are facilitating effective and/or sustainable adaptation in SIDS, many outcomes are not yet known and future conditions are uncertain. Fourth, CCA is a complex task that involves many levels of government and issues of equity, power and legitimacy; this paper focusses only on the role that organisations fulfil in this complicated space. It is also worth noting that the organisations studied have their own limitations. They cannot oblige Member States to act or cooperate in CCA actions, but must work to achieve consensus through dialogue and negotiation. Additionally, because they use external funding to offset CCA costs, these organisations may be constrained by conditions associated with donor support. 
Results
Results are presented according to the three FAROCCCA components considered in this paper-the effectiveness of the organisations' CCA-related inputs, projects/programmes and outputs. While there is more detailed results and references in Appendices 3-5, the write-up in this section only covers the issues for which there were data for all three organisations. A summary of our analysis is presented in Table 1 .
Input effectiveness
The three organisational mandates range from an economic and social development directive, through broader environmental protection, to a specific focus on climate change. The CCCCC was the most recently established of the three organisations, set up in 2005 to coordinate responses to climate change in the Caribbean (CARICOM Secretariat 2011). SPC was originally established as an intergovernmental advisory body on economic and social Beyond their mandates and strategic priorities, all three organisations have frameworks that support their adaptation activities. In both the Caribbean and Pacific, the organisations attract staff with CCA and project management qualifications and experience. For example, the CCCCC's current Deputy Director and Science Advisor has a PhD in organic chemistry, has worked as a project manager focussing on CCA since 1997 (CCCCC 2015b; Trotz 2010) and was a review editor of the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report's chapter on small islands (see IPCC 2007, p. 687) . This adaptation and project management expertise is supported by specific funding for adaptation projects at the three organisations, which all have multiple funding sources. For example, in addition to donor funding, the CCCCC has established a reserve fund, seeded by the Government of Trinidad and Tobago (CCCCC 2015a, online), and SPC's 2013 financial report shows funding from 34 donors and 26 Member States (SPC 2014c). In spite of some year-to-year variations, external funding to both SPC and SPREP has increased over the last 5 years, their financial reporting meets International Financial Reporting Standards, and their financial reports are publicly available (SPREP 2014b, p.56; SPC 2011a, p. 5). The CCCCC has established a Finance and Audit Sub-Committee to strengthen financial oversight (CCCCC 2015a, online) . Additionally, all three organisations have policies and plans that support climate research, and have the expertise to undertake research. SPC and SPREP's financial accounts both show funding allocated to research activities. The CCCCC participates in a research consortium that includes the University of the West Indies; it undertakes climate and economic modelling (Colley et al. 2011 ) and has a record of reporting on its scientific research activities to the UNFCCC (see CCCCC 2008). This highlights the success of all three organisations in attracting qualified and experienced staff and funding from multiple sources, and accessing the requisite expertise to undertake scientific research, placing them in a position to effectively support regional adaptation efforts.
Despite these positive aspects of input effectiveness, there are some areas where the organisations did not rate quite so well. SPC noted in a paper presented to a Meeting of the Committee of Representatives of Governments and Administrations in 2014 that the organisational requirement for fixed-term staff contracts has had a negative impact on job security, leading to difficulties in attracting and retaining the best staff (SPC 2014a). In 2014, SPREP spent funds from its reserve facility to cover costs associated with reviews, translations, meetings and unexpected medical fees; this resulted in its total reserve funds being in deficit by over US$400,000 at year end (SPREP 2015b). The CCCCC does not make its financial accounts publicly available, obscuring the state of the organisation's financial health. These less positive ratings are isolated points and are just an indication of areas where these organisations could improve their CCA-related input effectiveness.
Project/programme effectiveness
All three organisations assessed have directly implemented adaptation projects. The projects assessed as part of this research are all pilot projects, with evidence that they were filling an adaptation need. The GCCA:PSIS project implemented by SPC acknowledged the particular development context of SIDS and, in response, worked with national government departments to choose priority sectors and projects that fitted within the allocated budgets (SPC 2012) . Like the PACC Programme implemented by SPREP, it also took into consideration a range of non-climate change-related vulnerabilities such as isolation and population growth (SPREP 2015a; GCCA 2014) . These projects were internally monitored and evaluated, with SPREP producing quarterly internal monitoring reports, some of which are publicly available. Filling a need, working with national governments to select focus areas, and monitoring project implementation all play an important role in running a successful project.
Despite the positive points above, there were factors that point to a lack of evidence-based project design-none of the project documents reviewed contained evidence that their designs would effectively achieve their adaptation objectives. In the case of the SPACC Programme, the Terminal Evaluation revealed that the CCCCC experienced challenges with the technical design and management of the project-two of the seven pilot interventions were dropped because of ''land tenure issues''; also, significant project implementation time was taken up with design negotiations and bidding document preparation, rather than improving operations and monitoring implementation (World Bank 2012, p. 9) . There was also a lack of nationallevel ownership. While member country governments endorsed the programme, the same governments were not prepared for country project coordinators to speak on their behalf (World Bank 2012). SPC faced similar issues in Nauru-there were delays in gaining government endorsement, and an eventual return to the design phase of the project (SPC 2014b) . Across all three organisations, the FAROCCCA assessment highlighted project/programme effectiveness as the area requiring the most attention.
Output effectiveness
All three organisations rated well on achieving their immediate outputs. They all run public awareness campaigns and collaborate with multiple stakeholders to undertake CCA-related activities. As examples, the CCCCC developed the ''1.5°to Stay Alive'' campaign (CCCCC 2014, online) , and SPC produces a television show that features climate change issues (SPC 2015b). At its 2015 meeting, the CCCCC's Board of Governors supported moves to strengthen relationships with the private sector and to work more closely with other CARICOM specialised agencies (CCCCC 2015a, online). All three organisations develop and/or implement CCA-related training programmes for stakeholders, with the CCCCC being recognised by the UN Institute of Training and Research as a Centre of Excellence (CARICOM Secretariat 2011). As part of a pilot project under the PACC Programme, SPREP ran coastal erosion monitoring training for staff from the Samoan Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (SPREP 2013b). While the output indicators for all three organisations are generally positive, only SPC and SPREP make their annual work plans and reports publicly available and provide information on the extent to which their adaptation-related objectives are being met-SPC reports annually on how expenditure compared with the budget for the year and SPREP reports on the percentage completion of targets (see, e.g. SPC 2015a).
Discussion
Implications of results for Regional Climate Adaptation Strategies and Programming
Overlapping Mandates and ''Turf Wars'' While neither SPC nor SPREP was established with a specific mandate to address climate change issues, it is now a key component of their work (SPC 2013; SPREP 2011) . Up to 10 years ago, however, this was not the case-SPC's 2007-2012 corporate plan, for example, included just one four-line paragraph about climate change, noting that it would support SPREP's lead in this area (SPC 2007) . At that time, SPREP's stated climate change objective was to ''[i]mprove PICTs' understanding of and strengthen their capacity to respond to climate change, climate variability and sea-level rise'' (SPREP 2006, p. 23) ; the converging mandates of the two organisations could result in competition for scarce adaptation funding and potentially lead to what has been publicly referred to as a ''turf war'' (e.g. ABC 2015, online; Maclellan 2011, p. 24) . In contrast, the CCCCC was created specifically to coordinate and manage responses to climate change in the Caribbean (CARICOM Secretariat 2011). While there are other organisations in the Caribbean such as the Association of Caribbean States and the University of the West Indies that administer climate change projects, they do not have a specific mandate for coordinating climate change responses across the region (see UWI 2012; ACS 2012). Organisational effectiveness may be impeded where two or more organisations working within the same region have overlapping mandates.
There are multiple options for resolving the overlap in organisational mandates thus reducing the likely competition for scarce resources. The two options proposed here are based on work by Linn and Pidufala (2008) and Nolte (2014) , which discuss different aspects of regional governance, including regional economic cooperation. One option would be to focus on differentiating mandates in the Pacific, as is the case in the Caribbean. Mandate differentiation would result in either (1) one organisation being wholly responsible for coordinating the regional response to climate change or (2) a fully coordinated approach across relevant organisations working at the regional level. The latter would require a clear delineation of roles within the coordinated response. An alternative to mandate differentiation is for SPREP to be incorporated into SPC as a specialised agency, similar to the CCCCC being a specialised agency of CARICOM. Likewise, Linn and Pidufala (2008) suggested the consolidation of regional organisations, and there have been recent efforts in the Pacific to reduce the number of regional organisations. For example, the Pacific Islands Applied Geoscience Commission (SOPAC) was incorporated into SPC and SPREP under the Regional Institutional Framework Reform with effect from 2011 (SPC-Geoscience Division 2010). The extent to which these consolidation efforts in the Pacific have improved organisational effectiveness is not yet known.
Regional Organisations as Project/Programme Implementers All three regional organisations researched have implemented adaptation projects/programmes. However, our results show that for all three organisations, project/ programme effectiveness is their weakest area. This is perhaps an issue of scale; a regional organisation directly implementing pilot projects within a community setting is operating from a supranational level through both the national and subnational levels. While this may avoid some of the cross-scale barriers discussed in the literature such as authorisation, and the availability of resources, technology and human capital (e.g. Moser and Ekstrom 2010) , it can introduce problems of its own. With a single project manager based in a regional organisation and being responsible for implementing multiple discrete projects with differing aims and objectives, the varying socio-economic, cultural, spatial and political contexts across and within recipient island countries will limit the successful implementation of the projects. This idea is partially encapsulated in a comment by the PACC Programme Manager:
In an ideal situation, projects follow a cycle of planning, implementation and monitoring, but because of the complex nature of the PACC programme, this has not been always possible. We have had to adjust and adapt to make things work (SPREP 2013a, p. 39) .
But can this comment be seen as an application of ''adaptive management'', i.e. the ''process of iteratively planning, implementing, and modifying strategies for managing resources in the face of uncertainty and change '' (IPCC 2014 '' (IPCC , p. 1758 , or as an indictment on poor project/ programme design? The project documents reviewed often cited the application of ''adaptive management'' techniques when project scopes changed, components were dropped and/or original targets were not met. In the case of the PACC Programme, it was used to explain the programme not following the ''ideal'' project path. In the case of the SPACC Programme in the Caribbean, it was used to explain part of the reason for dropping two of the seven pilot interventions after project inception (see World Bank 2012). It is possible that the term ''adaptive management'' is being used to mask other project/programme deficiencies. On the other hand, the PACC Programme Evaluators noted that PICT officials ''had not fully identified vulnerabilities nor formulated climate adaptation strategies for a sector or the country; many had produced relatively simple lists of new project concepts'', with these lists not constituting ''a sound basis for identifying and developing priority actions and projects'' (Hunnam et al. 2012, p. 34) . This also suggests that critical assessments of ''current (baseline) and future conditions, covering climatic, environmental, social, and economic factors'' were not carried out (Hunnam et al. 2012, p. 34) . At the design phase, proposed adaptation projects must be screened for feasibility and possible maladaptation (see Barnett and O'Neill 2010) . Failing this, project/programme managers will continue to cite the application of ''adaptive management'' techniques when project scopes are changed, even when the project/programme design does not give full consideration to the climate and non-climate-related vulnerabilities as well as to the broader socio-economic, cultural, spatial and political implementation contexts. In addition, while implementation of pilot projects is a way of testing approaches, the variety of factors that influence the success of a project in a particular location may be markedly different in another location, potentially impacting the sustainability of the pilot project methodology.
The challenges of project design and implementation outlined above highlight the need for a debate about whether the regional scale is appropriate for direct implementation of adaptation projects/programmes in SIDS. The adaptation projects/programmes assessed as part of this study all consisted of multiple pilot projects. We have discussed the challenges of implementing discrete adaptation pilot projects simultaneously across a variety of SIDS. Our results suggest that if regional organisations, working supranationally, continue with direct project implementation, there will be a number of areas that require attention. These areas include (1) developing SMART indicators for ease of project/programme monitoring and evaluating, (2) strengthening project/programme design and incorporating evidence from previously implemented projects/programmes, (3) ensuring continuity of appropriately qualified project/programme staff, (4) ensuring sufficient project funding, including for contingencies and (5) ensuring projects provide value for money. Strengthening these areas is likely to lead to greater project/programme effectiveness.
Recommendations for the Future Role of Regional Organisations
Further to the issues identified above, three recommendations for the future role of regional organisations are made here. These are informed by interviewee responses.
The first recommendation is that regional organisations should focus on resolving the ''major information deficit issues'', noted by one Caribbean official (Interviews, January 2015) (see also Dornan and Newton Cain 2014):
One of the things that is very important for regional organisations to lead on would be the issue of the climate models -if we are using the climate models to inform policy direction and project interventions, no single country in our region can do that, so that is something for a regional entity like the CCCCC to enact (Interviews, January 2015) . This view was supported by one Pacific official who noted that regions ''need to have access to technological resources such as early warning systems and modelling software'' (Interviews, September 2014). SPC and SPREP, working supranationally, are well placed to deploy such resources throughout the Pacific region.
The second recommendation is for regional organisations to continue to ''help countries develop a portfolio of ready to finance investment projects'' and to improve countries' access to international adaptation financing (Interviews, January 2015) . This role, in the Caribbean, has been impeded because:
… very few countries have been agile enough to move in this direction […] ; in some respects, some are just downright slow and others seem to have little appetite to move in that direction; if we don't, then clearly it's going to come back to haunt us (Interviews, January 2015).
The situation in the Pacific is different. Countries such as Samoa, one Pacific civil servant noted, are ''swimming out'' to attract financing for national adaptation projects, which is helping to relieve the burden on regional organisations to attract these resources (Interviews, October 2014). Another Pacific civil servant noted that countries such as Fiji ''know how to play the game'' and are able to attract more adaptation financing than other Pacific SIDS that are not as savvy (Interviews, August 2015) . These countries that are perceived by other Pacific officials as having the international financing ''know how'' could play a role in assisting other less adept countries to pursue required financing. This would, however, raise additional questions regarding the role and continued relevance of regional organisations in coordinating regional responses to climate change across SIDS.
The third recommendation is that regional organisations should prioritise capacity building for risk reduction within national governments over discrete project implementation, at least over the next few years. As one Caribbean interviewee noted, regional organisations can [and should] lead on ''building capacity to reduce our [the region's] exposure to risk'' (Interviews, January 2015). This suggestion is similar to a global move, including in the Pacific for the development of joint national action plans that integrate disaster risk reduction with CCA, both at national and at regional levels (Nalau et al. 2015) . Likewise, the Caribbean is moving towards a comprehensive disaster risk management approach, which is part of a broader sustainable development goal that aims ''to strengthen regional, national and community-level capacity for mitigation, management and coordinated response to natural and technological hazards and the effects of climate change'' (Collymore 2011, p. 15) . Leading on capacity building could involve, for example, helping governments to build their skills base. This would support a higher degree of national government ownership over the adaptation process, as per the comment of another Caribbean official that, ''shifts in cultural paradigms'' and ''government buy-in'' are ''the only way that we will truly adapt to climate change'' (Interviews, December 2014). Additionally, the national capacity building required does not only relate to climate change. A Caribbean official said that the state of national ''policy or enabling environments'' hampers the extent to which regional organisations can be effective (Interviews, January 2015) . The interviewee explained that many Caribbean countries, for example, rank poorly on the World Bank's ''Doing Business Index'' because of: … bureaucratic structures, how long it takes to get things done, the kinds of hoops you have to go through [and that] there is no 'one-stop-shop' type of agency to facilitate the kinds of [adaptation-related] investments necessary (Interviews, January 2015).
Without an appropriate, functioning policy or enabling environment at the national level, there are limits to the adaptation support that regional organisations can provide.
Opportunities for future research
This study is not intended as a final assessment of regional organisations coordinating CCA in SIDS; rather, it is a preliminary assessment designed to initiate a debate about what roles regional organisations can most effectively play in supporting adaptation across SIDS. As such, it opens up a number of opportunities for future research, such as:
• Reapplying FAROCCCA to the three case study organisations when more information, particularly for the CCCCC (e.g. annual and audited financial reports), becomes publicly available.
• Assessing the perceptual indicators in FAROCCCA, leading to a more nuanced understanding of regional organisational effectiveness with respect to CCA and SIDS.
• Applying FAROCCCA to organisations working in fields other than CCA.
• Assessing the role that external donors play in influencing regional organisations' actions and decisions around CCA and also on the nature of adaptation responses in SIDS.
• Exploring the demand side of adaptation in SIDS and the factors that drive adaptation processes and actions.
• Determining whether there is a relationship between the size and resources of individual countries and the nature and extent of their engagement with regional organisations in relation to CCA.
Conclusion
This paper makes three primary contributions to the academic literature. First, it develops FAROCCCA, a qualitative tool for understanding and rating the effectiveness of the regional organisations coordinating regional responses to climate change across SIDS. FAROCCCA has four components, 18 sub-components and 62 indicators, covering areas such as the quality of human, financial and technological resources, the logic, design and adequacy of adaptation projects/programmes, and collaboration and advocacy. It is a tool that can be used by regional organisations themselves as well as by independent evaluators and academics. The framework could also be modified or expanded to suit specific circumstances, for example, to assess regional organisations working in fields other than CCA and SIDS. Second, this cross-regional study into the effectiveness of regional organisations coordinating regional responses to climate change across SIDS is among the first in the academic literature. To date, the literature has focussed on single-country and single-region examinations of adaptation practices and processes in SIDS, often zeroing in on the effectiveness of national governments and community-based organisations. This paper helps to fill the gap relating to adaptation practices and processes across SIDS regions and the effectiveness of action at the supranational level. Third, it provides empirical evidence to show that the regional organisations studied are comparatively effective with respect to their CCA-related inputs and outputs but that they are less effective in designing, implementing, monitoring and evaluating adaptation projects/programmes. The study recommends that, in addition to differentiating organisational mandates, regional organisations should focus on resolving the major climate-related information deficit issues, helping countries to develop ready to finance investment projects, building national-level capacities to adapt and supporting the creation of an enabling environment for CCA.
